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Abstract
Background: Written participant information materials are important for ensuring that potential trial participants
receive necessary information so that they can provide informed consent. However, such materials are frequently
long and complex, which may negatively impact patient understanding and willingness to participate. Improving
readability, ease of comprehension and presentation may assist with improved participant recruitment. The Systematic
Techniques for Assisting Recruitment to Trials (MRC START) study aimed to develop and evaluate interventions to
improve trial recruitment. This study aimed to assess the effectiveness of an optimised participant information brochure
and cover letter developed by MRC START regarding response and participant recruitment rates.
Methods: We conducted a study within a trial (SWAT) embedded in the EarlyCDT Lung Cancer Scotland (ECLS) trial that
aimed to assess the effectiveness of a new test in reducing the incidence of patients with late-stage lung cancer at
diagnosis compared with standard care. Potential participants approached for ECLS were randomised to receive the
original participant information brochure and accompanying letter (control group) or optimised versions of these
materials which had undergone user testing and a process of re-writing, re-organisation and professional graphic design
(intervention group). The primary outcome was the number of patients recruited to ECLS. The secondary outcome was
the proportion of patients expressing an interest in participating in ECLS.
Results: In total, 2262 patients were randomised, 1136 of whom were sent the intervention materials and
1126 of whom were sent the control materials. The proportion of patients enrolled and randomised into ECLS
was 180 of 1136 (15.8%) in the intervention group and 176 of 1126 (15.6%) in the control group (OR = 1.016,
95% CI, 0.660 to 1.564). The proportion of patients who positively responded to the invitation was 224 of
1136 (19.7%) in the intervention group and 205 of 1126 (18.2%) in the control group (OR = 1.103, 95% CI, 0.
778 to 1.565).
Conclusions: Optimised patient information materials made little difference to the proportion of patients positively
responding to a trial invitation or to the proportion subsequently randomised to the host trial.
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Background
Whilst randomised controlled trials are the gold standard
for evaluating the effect of treatments, participant recruit-
ment continues to be the biggest obstacle to their success-
ful delivery [1–3]. In the United Kingdom, increasing
numbers of people are approached to participate in trials
[4]. Despite this, the proportion of people who actually
enrol is small, and recruitment remains a challenge, with
between 50% and 80% of all trials not meeting recruitment
targets [2, 5, 6]. Poor recruitment into a trial reduces the
total sample size (limiting internal validity) and the pro-
portion of eligible participants who are recruited (limiting
external validity). Recruitment and retention are now the
highest priority for methodological research in academic
trials units in the United Kingdom [7], and systematic re-
views have highlighted a clear need for recruitment inter-
ventions, especially those evaluated in ongoing trials
where patients make real (rather than hypothetical) deci-
sions about participation [8–10].
Although proper understanding of the trial is funda-
mental to valid participant consent, research suggests
that trial participants can have insufficient understand-
ing of some aspects, including the burdens and rewards
associated with participation as well as their rights to re-
voke consent once enrolled [11, 12]. Furthermore, at the
end of a trial participants may not know the name of the
medicine being evaluated [13]. Usually this information
is provided in the form of a participant information
sheet (PIS); however, PISs are often long and complex,
in part to meet the stipulations of research ethics com-
mittees. They may also lack visual appeal [14, 15] with
suboptimal formatting and writing of the information.
These features can adversely affect prospective partici-
pants’ willingness to engage with the leaflet and so may
go unread. When such leaflets are read, they may affect
potential participants’ understanding of a trial, which in
turn can negatively impact recruitment (and potentially
retention). One way of improving the quality of the PIS
is performance-based user testing. This is an iterative
process that involves obtaining feedback from the target
population for the PIS, expertise in writing for patients
and graphic design, and revising the material, which to-
gether are aimed at producing an optimised version of
participant information materials.
The Systematic Techniques for Assisting Recruitment
into Trials (START) study is a research programme,
funded by the UK Medical Research Council (MRC)
[16], which aimed to increase the evidence base for trial
recruitment by developing a platform to advance the
rapid and robust evaluation of recruitment interventions.
Within START we have developed the methodological
and reporting frameworks for embedding recruitment
studies within a trial (SWAT) [16, 17], and additionally
developed two recruitment interventions (an improved
PIS and a multimedia decision aid), which are being
evaluated in a series of SWATs in multiple host trials to
determine their impact on participant recruitment
within individual trials and across different trial contexts
[18, 19]. Full details of the MRC START study are pro-
vided elsewhere [16].
This article reports the fourth MRC START SWAT
developing and evaluating optimised patient information
materials (with improved readability and ease of com-
prehension) in a host trial evaluating a new test for
screening lung cancer: the EarlyCDT Lung Cancer
Scotland (ECLS) study.
Objectives
We aimed to evaluate the effectiveness of optimised pa-
tient information materials on the numbers of partici-
pants responding to the initial invitation to participate
and the numbers ultimately enrolled in the ECLS trial.
Methods
We report the development of the evaluation of the recruit-
ment intervention in line with the guidelines for reporting
embedded recruitment SWATs, which adapt Consolidated
Standards of Reporting Trials (CONSORT) for recruitment
SWATs [17]. The checklist of items for reporting recruit-
ment SWATs is included as Additional file 1.
Trial design: the ECLS host trial
Lung cancer is the world’s leading cause of
cancer-related mortality and a major source of morbidity
[20]. ECLS aimed to assess the effectiveness of a new
test (EarlyCDT-Lung test) in reducing the incidence of
late-stage lung cancer at diagnosis compared with stand-
ard clinical practice [21]. Half of those enrolling were
randomised to be offered the EarlyCDT-Lung test, a
simple blood test to detect seven autoantibodies to aid
in the risk assessment and early detection of lung cancer.
The other half also had their blood taken, but this was
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not tested as part of the trial. Intervention participants
who had a positive test were followed with an x-ray and
serial computed tomographic imaging 6-monthly for
24 months. Control participants received standard care.
ECLS aimed to recruit 10,000 participants from Glasgow
and surrounding areas in Scotland at the time of the
present study. Recruitment into ECLS occurred between
August 2013 and August 2016.
In ECLS potentially eligible individuals were identi-
fied from general practice (GP) medical records
through an electronic medical record search under-
taken by the Scottish Primary Care Research Network
(SPCRN), which was established in 2002 as a frame-
work to co-ordinate national research activity in pri-
mary care. The SPCRN was also responsible for
accessing patient details, determining eligibility and
mailing trial invitations, which consisted of a
GP-signed letter and a participant information book-
let. Those responding positively to the invitation
could opt into the trial using a posted reply slip, SMS
(text) message, email or telephone. Those meeting the
trial eligibility criteria and providing consent were re-
cruited. The eligibility criteria were patients aged
50 years to 75 years, willing and able to give in-
formed consent for participation in the trial, and
current or ex-smokers with at least a 20-pack-year
history (i.e., smoking at least 20 cigarettes per day for
20 years). If patients had less than a 20-pack-year
smoking history, they had to have a first-degree rela-
tive with a history of lung cancer. The ECLS trial
team did not have access to patients’ details until
they independently contacted the trial team.
Participants who did not respond to the initial invita-
tion letter were sent a reminder letter, written and de-
signed by the ECLS study team, to determine whether
they had received the trial invitation and whether they
were interested in taking part. However, this follow-up
process was only introduced 7 months after the start of
recruitment.
Trial design: the embedded recruitment SWAT
Recruitment into the SWAT took place over a
5-month period (February–June 2014) until the target
sample size of the SWAT was reached. The SWAT
adopted a randomised controlled trial design. Patients
identified as potentially eligible for the ECLS trial
(from GP lists) were individually randomised to either
of the following arms:
1. Control participant information brochure (PIB): the
original ECLS PIB and covering invitation letter
(see Additional files 2 and 3)
2. Intervention PIB: the user-tested PIB and invitation
covering letter (see Additional files 4 and 5).
The recruitment trial included all patients identified as
potentially eligible for the ECLS host trial; there were no
additional inclusion or exclusion criteria. The ECLS trial
team led the implementation of the SWAT in their host
trial, with methodological input from the START team.
ST was a co-investigator on both ECLS and MRC
START and proofread the control PIB in his role on
ECLS before START began. ST played no role in the de-
velopment of the START ECLS participant information
leaflet. No other member of the ECLS team was part of
the START team.
Control intervention: PIB
The control PIB was developed by the ECLS host trial
team, based at Tayside Clinical Trials Unit (TCTU). This
was presented as a booklet of 32 pages in length and
approved by The East of Scotland Research Ethics Com-
mittee REC1 on 16th April 2013 (reference 13/ES/0024)
as part of the ethics application for the ECLS study. Un-
like most participant information leaflets in trials, which
tend to be written as plain text documents, the control
PIB was a coloured document formatted by a professional
design company and included photos (Additional file 2).
The accompanying GP letter was on a single A4-sized
sheet with a tear-off reply slip and contact details on the
reverse (Additional file 3).
One of the MRC START investigators (ST) proofread
the content of the control PIB in his former role as the
assistant director of TCTU and a co-investigator on
ECLS. ST’s role in the control PIB did not extend be-
yond proofreading, with all other work undertaken by
the wider ECLS team. None of the other MRC START
investigators were involved in the development of the
original PIB.
Recruitment intervention
A revised PIB and accompanying GP letter were devel-
oped using the performance-based user-testing process.
This was an evidence-based [22], expert-led process that
consisted of optimising the readability, appearance and
navigation of the PIB and letter. The majority of the
content of the original PIB was retained, but the PIB was
re-written and re-designed on the basis of feedback from
the user-testing process. This process was led by PK
from the START team, who has significant experience
and expertise in writing for patients, with user testing
being undertaken by Luto Research Limited (Leeds, UK).
Healthy volunteers with a similar age, educational and
employment socio-demographic profile as the sample
for ECLS were recruited for the performance-based user
testing. Individuals who had participated in any health-
care trial or user testing in the preceding 6 months were
excluded. An iterative user-testing process was followed
[23–26] which involved objectively evaluating the ability
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of patients to locate and understand key information
contained in the PIB and letter.
Four rounds of user testing were undertaken with ten
volunteers in each round. The combined mean age of
volunteers across the four rounds was 63 years (range,
51–75 years); 50% were female; 37.5% had completed
their education at the UK minimum age (14–16 years,
depending on participant age), 42.5% completed educa-
tion at age 18 years, and 20% had higher education
(graduates); and 52.5% were retired, 42.5% were
employed and 5% were unemployed. At each round, vol-
unteers were presented with a single version of the PIB
and invitation letter, which they were then asked to read.
Then each volunteer was asked to find information in
the PIB or letter, using 20 structured questions [23, 24].
Seventeen of these questions focused on the PIB, and
three focused on the invitation letter. To test the organ-
isation of the information, volunteers were asked to
identify the answer in the PIB or letter; to test under-
standing, they were asked to provide the answer in their
own words. The questions focused on the following:
1. The ECLS trial’s nature and aims
2. The process and meaning of consent in ECLS
3. ECLS trial procedures
4. Safety, efficacy and nature of the intervention being
evaluated in ECLS
Round 1 involved testing the control ECLS materials,
consisting of a 32-page, A5-sized booklet in colour and a
two-sided, A4-sized participant invitation letter, which
contained an overview of the study on one side and con-
tact details of the ECLS trial team on the other with a
tear-off slip. Rounds 2–4 involved versions of the opti-
mised information materials. After rounds 2–4, revisions
were made to the materials in response to the obtained
user-testing data. If volunteers had difficulty with under-
standing, it signified a need to revise the wording, and if
they had difficulty finding an answer, it signified a need
to amend the document’s organisation or navigation.
Table 1 below lists the main changes made to the PIB
following user testing, which is also attached as Add-
itional file 4. Optimisation of the PIB also involved pro-
fessional graphic design by a company with significant
expertise in designing patient communication materials
(Additional file 4).
The changes to the accompanying invitation letter
were as follows: the letter was shortened by removal of
content duplicated in the PIB; ‘bullet points’ were added;
a 10-point summary of the ECLS trial was printed onto
the reverse of the letter; and a tear-off reply slip was
placed at the foot of the letter, so that letter text was
retained. Additional file 5 shows the changes made to
the invitation letter.
Outcome measures
The primary outcome was the number of patients
recruited into the ECLS trial. The secondary outcome
was the proportion of patients expressing an interest in
participating in ECLS.
Sample size calculation
The recruitment trial was powered to detect a significant
improvement in recruitment rate into ECLS, defined as
an absolute increase of 5% above baseline. Baseline
response rates for the first five ECLS practices were
around 20% (December 2013), although patient ineligi-
bility and difficulties contacting some people reduced
the 20% response rate to a recruitment rate of approxi-
mately 14% in later practices. For a baseline of 20%
recruitment, a sample size of approximately 2000 pa-
tients was estimated to provide 80% power and alpha of
0.05 for a 5% minimally important increase in recruit-
ment between the intervention PIB and the control PIB.
Randomisation
Potential participants identified from GP lists as eligible
were randomly allocated to receive the control PIB or
intervention (user-tested PIB) and GP covering invita-
tion letter at a 1:1 ratio using the recruitment-tracking
software developed by the Health Informatics Centre,
University of Dundee, and the TCTU.
Table 1 Changes to the content and structure of the patient information brochure
Changes to content Changes to the form and structure
Added NHS Scotland logo to front page Reduced length from 32 to 30 pages
Shortened ‘foreword’ by 50%, and changed heading to ‘Introduction’ Moved ‘contents’ page from page 4 to page 2, and added trial team
contact details at bottom
Changed all but one of the six photographic images to reflect more
demographic diversity
Trial team contact details moved from back page to page 27
Added a trial flow chart of the participant pathway in the centre of the
booklet
Made contents list clearer and more spread out
Added summary circles of text throughout the booklet Use of short sentences, plain English, bullet points throughout
New back page, with the same image as front page (map of Scotland) with
NHS logo
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Statistical methods
Analyses were conducted in line with a standard statis-
tical plan developed at Barts and the London Pragmatic
Clinical Trials Unit. We initially described outcomes
separately by arm for patients who expressed an interest
in the study and those who were recruited into ECLS.
We then compared these using logistic regression. Ana-
lyses followed the intention-to-treat principle and were
conducted using Stata version 14 software (StataCorp,
College Station, TX, USA). An independent statistician
(VM) who conducted analyses remained blind to alloca-
tion until the analyses were complete.
Results
A total of 2262 patients were randomised for the
SWAT, of whom 1136 were sent the intervention PIB
and 1126 were sent the control PIB. For the primary
outcome, the proportion of patients enrolled and ran-
domised into ECLS (the host trial) was 180 of 1136
(15.8%) for those sent the intervention PIB and 176
of 1126 (15.6%) in the control PIB group (OR = 1.016;
95% CI, 0.660 to 1.564). Figure 1 outlines the recruit-
ment flow chart for the SWAT. For the secondary
outcome, the proportion of patients who responded
positively to the invitation and expressed an interest
in trial participation was 224 of 1136 (19.7%) for pa-
tients sent the intervention PIB and 205 of 1126
(18.2%) in the control PIB group (OR = 1.103; 95% CI,
0.778 to 1.565).
Harms
We did not measure potential harms, such as percep-
tions of increased pressure to participate among patients
receiving the intervention PIB.
Discussion
Summary of main findings
We evaluated the effectiveness of optimised patient in-
formation materials on improving recruitment into a
lung cancer screening trial. Being sent the optimised
patient information materials made little difference to
the proportion of patients positively responding to a trial
invitation or to the proportion being randomised.
Strengths and limitations
We systematically developed optimised patient informa-
tion materials on the basis of an established and pub-
lished process [23–26], according to a published
protocol [16], and we report our findings in line with
best practice guidance for reporting recruitment SWATs
[17]. This SWAT was fully powered and used an a priori
sample size calculation, unlike most SWATs, including
those conducted as part of the MRC START project,
which set sample sizes on the basis of convenience [27].
In line with the statistical analysis plan, we undertook
the analysis according to the initial randomisation. How-
ever, although in the SWAT all the initial invitations
were correctly sent as per random allocation to the
intervention or control PIB, the ECLS team sent out
Fig. 1 Flow chart of participant response and recruitment. Based on the guidelines for reporting embedded recruitment trials, which adapt Consolidated
Standards of Reporting Trials (CONSORT) for embedded recruitment trials [17]. MRC START Medical Research Council Systematic Techniques for Assisting
Recruitment to Trials study
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further reminders in two practices to patients who had
not responded, in the intervention as well as in the
control arm of the SWAT, which were not optimised or
randomised. The use of these reminders was a capacity
decision, and at the time of the SWAT, not all patients
were sent reminders; this was because sending out more
fresh invitations through newly recruited GPs led to a bet-
ter recruitment return than reminding non-responders.
However, because the reminder letters were not rando-
mised, their use may have diluted the effect of the recruit-
ment intervention, although this effect is mitigated
because we aimed to identify differences in proportions
between the intervention and control groups, rather than
absolute levels. This highlights some of the issues with
undertaking recruitment SWATs, including difficulties in
aligning the SWATand host trials [28].
A limitation of our study is that we were unable to
gather data to assess any moderators of the effect of the
intervention, such as age, gender, ethnicity or socioeco-
nomic status, which may have provided additional infor-
mation on the impact of the intervention in different
groups. It was not the aim of the study to undertake
qualitative interviews with patients sent the trial infor-
mation, so we were not able to explore the wider impact
of optimised patient materials beyond recruitment rates.
There are also a number of different ways in which the
intervention PIB was optimised (we were evaluating a
particular way of producing a PIB, rather than any single
change to the PIB), thus in the absence of a process
evaluation or a series of trials of individual PIB changes,
it is difficult to determine whether any single change or
different combination of changes may have been more
effective. The user-testing process may have had a posi-
tive impact in its own right by improving readability and
ease of comprehension and therefore may have led to
better engagement with the trial; however, we did not
assess this.
In comparison with the materials used in many clinical
trials, the original PIB was of high quality, with use of
colour photographs and developed by a highly experi-
enced trials team. Additionally, the original PIB was
proofread by an ECLS co-investigator who was a START
co-investigator. Thus it may not have been representa-
tive of the typical PIB developed by trial teams. This
may have limited the potential additional benefit of the
user-testing process and may explain the lack of differ-
ence between the intervention and control groups. How-
ever, our present findings with an OR of 1.016 (95% CI,
0.660 to 1.564) are in line with those of the three other
SWATs undertaken as part of START, where the ORs of
the user-tested versus control leaflets were as follows:
1.01 (95% CI, 0.71–1.45) [29], 1.12 (95% CI, 0.78 to 1.61)
[18] and 1.63 (95% CI, 1.00 to 2.67) [18]. Therefore, all
current SWATs to date have found little or no effect of
the intervention PIB compared with the control PIBs,
suggesting that proofreading of the control PIB by a
START co-investigator did not significantly impact the
control leaflet in this current SWAT. The latest
Cochrane review also undertook a meta-analysis of these
SWATs with an overall risk difference estimate of 1%
(95% CI, − 1% to 3%). The START ECLS risk difference
is 0% (95% CI, − 3% to 3%) and so is entirely consistent
with the other three. Trialists now routinely involve pa-
tients and the public to assist with developing informa-
tion leaflets for patients, which may reduce the relative
benefits of user testing.
In this SWAT ‘harm’ could include reduced recruit-
ment in the intervention PIB group. We therefore evalu-
ated a two-tailed hypothesis for the primary and
secondary outcomes, which accepted that sending the
recruitment intervention to potential participants could
cause benefit or loss to recruitment for the host trial.
Although patients not being recruited represent a loss to
the host trial, for the patient, not being enrolled in the
trial may not be harmful, because the patient may have
made an informed decision not to participate. The
results demonstrate that the recruitment intervention
was not effective for increasing response and randomisa-
tion rates.
Comparison with existing literature
This SWAT adds to the small but emerging literature on
the effects of modified information on trial recruitment.
In the Cochrane review of recruitment interventions [9],
three trials explored the impact of supplementary writ-
ten material on recruitment and found little evidence of
benefit. As part of the MRC-START programme, this
article reports the fourth SWAT evaluating the effects of
optimised participant information materials on trial
recruitment in different trial contexts [18, 29]. This will
enable us to determine the effectiveness of the interven-
tion within each individual host trial and across different
trial contexts and patient populations, using a
meta-analysis. We are taking this approach because
recruitment interventions may have different impacts
according to the specific contexts, trial interventions
and patient populations. In this specific SWAT, we
tested the intervention in the context of a screening
trial. Previous SWATs of the same intervention have
been undertaken in a falls prevention trial [29], and in
two trials delivering telehealth interventions for patients
with cardiovascular disease and depression [18]. These
trials have shown small increases in the numbers of pa-
tients positively responding and enrolling; however, such
increases were not statistically significant. This SWAT
shows similar results in a small but statistically
non-significant increase in response and recruitment
rates. In this SWAT, the proportions of patients
Parker et al. Trials  (2018) 19:503 Page 6 of 8
responding in both intervention (19.7% response; 15.8%
enrolled) and control (18.2% response; 15.6% enrolled)
groups were higher than in our previous trials; for ex-
ample, the Healthlines Depression recruitment SWAT
achieved recruitment rates of 6.3% in the intervention
group versus 4% in the control group (OR = 1.63; 95%
CI, 1.00 to 2.67) [18]. This may have been a consequence
of the use of reminder letters in both the intervention
and control groups. All current SWATs of this enhanced
PIB intervention have been compared with original PIBs
developed by highly experienced host trial teams based
within UK Clinical Research Collaboration-accredited
Clinical Trials Units, which have some of the most expe-
rienced teams delivering trials in the United Kingdom. It
may be that the optimised leaflets may be found to be
more effective if compared with leaflets developed by
less experienced trial teams in the United Kingdom or
elsewhere.
Implications for recruitment research
As part of the START programme we have under-
taken a series of SWATs of optimised participant in-
formation materials to determine their overall
effectiveness within individual trials and across differ-
ent trial contexts. In START we have demonstrated
the feasibility of developing and evaluating recruit-
ment interventions in multiple ongoing trials. Future
research should focus on reducing uncertainty around
the effect of existing interventions used to improve
recruitment (such as telephone reminders) and devel-
oping and evaluating new interventions to support
trial recruitment, especially those interventions target-
ing the education and training of trial recruiters,
which has been highlighted as a priority topic around
recruitment into trials [30, 31]. Improving the evi-
dence base around recruitment has the potential to
increase recruitment rates and increase the proportion
of trials delivering on time.
Conclusions
We evaluated the effectiveness of optimised patient
information materials on recruitment into a trial of a
screening test for lung cancer. Optimised patient in-
formation materials did not increase the proportion
of patients positively responding or being randomised.
This SWAT adds to the evidence base around trial re-
cruitment and will contribute to a future
meta-analysis of the effectiveness of optimised infor-
mation materials as part of the MRC-funded START
project and as part of the Cochrane systematic review
of recruitment interventions, which is led by a mem-
ber of our team. Further interventions addressing
identified priorities for recruitment research should
be developed and evaluated using SWATs.
Additional files
Additional file 1: Checklist of items for reporting embedded recruitment
trials, based on the guidelines for reporting embedded recruitment trials,
which adapts Consolidated Standards of Reporting Trials (CONSORT) for
embedded recruitment trials. (DOCX 17 kb)
Additional file 2: Original patient information brochure. (DOCX 1004 kb)
Additional file 3: Original accompanying GP letter. (DOCX 558 kb)
Additional file 4: Optimised patient information brochure. (DOCX 1720 kb)
Additional file 5: Optimised accompanying GP cover letter. (DOCX 434 kb)
Abbreviations
ISRCTN: International Standard Randomised Controlled Trial Number; MRC
START: Medical Research Council Systematic Techniques for Assisting
Recruitment to Trials; NHS: National Health Service; NRES: National Research
Ethics Service; PIB: Patient information brochure; PIS: Patient information
sheet; SPCRN: Scottish Primary Care Research Network
Acknowledgements
We acknowledge the MRC-START Methodology Research Programme, which
funded the embedded recruitment SWATs (MRC-START grant reference
G1002325). MRC-START has no role in study design; collection, management,
analysis and interpretation of data; writing of the report; or the decision to
submit the report for publication. We also acknowledge the contributions of
Paul Wallace, Chris Salisbury and David Torgerson, who were applicants on
the original proposal. Our thanks go to Luto (www.luto.co.uk) and Making
Sense Design (www.makingsense.co.uk), who worked with PK on the
optimised patient information, and Judith Hogg and Ailsa Donnelly from
PRIMER (the Primary Care Research in Manchester Engagement Resource),
who contributed patient and public involvement to the work of the MRC-
START study team. The University of Dundee and NHS Tayside are the study
sponsors and have legal responsibility for the initiation and management of
the trial: sponsor representative Dr. Catrina Forde, Senior Clinical Research
Governance Manager, Tayside Medical Science Centre, Ninewells Hospital
and Medical School, George Pirie Way, Dundee, DD1 9SY, UK. We gratefully
acknowledge the contribution to this study made by the Tayside Clinical
Trials Unit (TCTU).
Funding
The ECLS trial is funded by the Chief Scientist Office of the Scottish Government
and Oncimmune Ltd. The views and opinions expressed herein are those of the
authors and do not necessarily reflect those of the Department of Health. The
MRC START programme is funded by the MRC Methodology Research
Programme (grant reference G1002325). Materials relating to the MRC START
programme can be found in the protocol and on the University of Manchester
website (http://www.population-health.manchester.ac.uk/mrcstart/). The Health
Services Research Unit, University of Aberdeen, receives core funding from the
Chief Scientist Office of the Scottish Government Health Directorates.
Availability of data and materials
The data for this study are available on reasonable request to PB, the
corresponding author.
Authors’ contributions
The following are or were members of the ECLS trial team: ST, RL, SG, FS and
SS. ST is a co-investigator of the MRC START programme and co-investigator
of the ECLS trial, participated in the design and coordination of the SWAT
study, and reviewed the protocol. The following were members of the MRC
START team: PB, PK, AP, JR, SE, VM, DJC, JG, ST and AK. PB is the principal in-
vestigator of the MRC START programme. PK is a co-investigator of the MRC
START programme and led the user testing and graphic design for one of the opti-
mised PIBs. AP drafted the manuscript. JR was the MRC START study manager. SE is
a co-investigator of the MRC START programme and prepared the standard analytic
plan and reporting guidelines as part of the MRC START programme which were
used to inform the statistical analysis and reporting of the SWAT study. VM pre-
pared the analytic plan and reporting guidelines as part of the MRC START
programme and undertook the statistical analysis. All authors read and approved
the final manuscript.
Parker et al. Trials  (2018) 19:503 Page 7 of 8
Ethics approval and consent to participate
Ethics approval to undertake ECLS was obtained from the UK National Research
Ethics Service on 16 April 2013, using the recruitment method outlined above
(East of Scotland Research Ethics Service REC 1, REC reference 13/ES/0024).
Consent for publication
This manuscript does not report individual patient data, thus it was not
necessary to obtain consent to publish from individual participants.
Competing interests
One of the MRC START investigators (ST) proofread the content of the control
PIB in his former role as the assistant director of TCTU and a co-investigator in
ECLS. All of the other authors declare that they have no competing interests.
Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.
Author details
1York Trials Unit, Department of Health Sciences, University of York, York
YO10 5DD, UK. 2Department of Health Sciences, Seebohm Rowntree
Building, University of York, York YO10 5DD, UK. 3Health Services Research
Unit, University of Aberdeen, 3rd Floor, Health Sciences Building, Foresterhill,
Aberdeen AB25 2ZD, UK. 4Blizard Institute, Barts and The London School of
Medicine and Dentistry, 4 Newark Street, London E1 2AT, UK. 5Tayside
Clinical Trials Unit, University of Dundee, Dundee, UK. 6Centre for Public
Health Nutrition Research, University of Dundee, Dundee, UK. 7School of
Medicine, Medical & Biological Sciences, North Haugh, St Andrews, UK.
8School of Medicine, University of Dundee, Ninewells Hospital & Medical
School, Dundee DD1 9SY, Scotland, UK. 9MRC North West Hub for Trials
Methodology Research, Manchester Academic Health Science Centre,
University of Manchester, Williamson Building, Manchester M13 9PT, UK.
10Department of Public Health and Primary Care, The Primary Care Unit,
University of Cambridge, Cambridge CB2 OSR, UK. 11William Harvey Research
Institute, Barts and the London Queen Mary University of London,
Charterhouse Square, London EC1M 6BQ, UK. 12NIHR Collaboration for
Leadership in Applied Health Research and Care (CLAHRC) Wessex, Health
Sciences, University of Southampton, Highfield, Southampton SO17 1BJ, UK.
13Centre for Academic Primary Care, School of Social and Community
Medicine, University of Bristol, 39 Whitely Road, Bristol BS8 2PS, UK.
Received: 10 March 2018 Accepted: 31 August 2018
References
1. Bower P, Wallace P, Ward E, Graffy J, Miller J, Delaney B, et al. Improving
recruitment to health research in primary care. Fam Pract. 2009;26(5):391–7.
2. Sully BG, Julious SA, Nicholl J. A reinvestigation of recruitment to
randomised, controlled, multicenter trials: a review of trials funded by two
UK funding agencies. Trials. 2013;14(1):166.
3. Carlisle B, Kimmelman J, Ramsay T, MacKinnon N. Unsuccessful trial accrual
and human subjects protections: an empirical analysis of recently closed
trials. Clin Trials. 2015;12(1):77–83.
4. National Institute for Health Research. NIHR Annual Report 2016/17:
improving the health and wealth of the nation through research. 2017.
Retrieved from https://www.nihr.ac.uk/about-us/documents/NIHR ANNUAL
REPORT 1617 FINAL.pdf.
5. Lamberti MJ, editor. State of the clinical trials industry 2009: a sourcebook of
charts and statistics. Boston: CenterWatch; 2009.
6. Walters SJ, Bonacho Dos Anjos Henriques-Cadby I, Bortolami O, Flight L,
Hind D, Jacques RM, et al. Recruitment and retention of participants in
randomised controlled trials: a review of trials funded and published by the
United Kingdom Health Technology Assessment Programme. BMJ Open.
2017;7(3):e015276.
7. Smith CT, Hickey H, Clarke M, Blazeby J, Williamson P. The trials
methodological research agenda: results from a priority setting exercise.
Trials. 2014;15(1):32.
8. Watson JM, Torgerson DJ. Increasing recruitment to randomised trials: a
review of randomised controlled trials. BMC Med Res Methodol. 2006;6:34.
9. Treweek S, Lockhart P, Pitkethly M, Cook JA, Kjeldstrøm M, Johansen M, et
al. Methods to improve recruitment to randomised controlled trials:
Cochrane systematic review and meta-analysis. BMJ. 2013;3(2):e002360.
10. Treweek S, Bevan S, Bower P, Campbell MK, Christie J, Clarke M, et al. Trial
Forge guidance 1: what is a study within a trial (SWAT)? Trials. 2018;19:139.
11. Jenkins VA, Anderson JL, Fallowfield LJ. Communication and informed
consent in phase 1 trials: a review of the literature from January 2005 to
July 2009. Support Care Cancer. 2010;18(9):1115–21.
12. Fortun P, West J, Chalkley L, Shonde A, Hawkey C. Recall of informed consent
information by healthy volunteers in clinical trials. QJM. 2008;101(8):625–9.
13. Griffin JM, Struve JK, Collins D, Liu A, Nelson DB, Bloomfield HE. Long term
clinical trials: how much information do participants retain from the
informed consent process? Contemp Clin Trials. 2006;27(5):441–8.
14. Sugarman J, McCrory DC, Hubal RC. Getting meaningful informed consent
from older adults: a structured literature review of empirical research. J Am
Geriatr Soc. 1998;46:517–24.
15. Cox AC, Fallowfield LJ, Jenkins VA. Communication and informed consent in
phase 1 trials: a review of the literature. Support Care Cancer. 2006;14(4):303–9.
16. Rick J, Graffy J, Knapp P, Small N, Collier DJ, Eldridge S, et al. Systematic
techniques for assisting recruitment to trials (START): study protocol for
embedded, randomized controlled trials. Trials. 2014;15:407.
17. Madurasinghe VW, Sandra Eldridge on behalf of MRC START Group and
Gordon Forbes on behalf of the START Expert Consensus Group. Guidelines
for reporting embedded recruitment trials. Trials. 2016;17:27.
18. Man MS, Rick J, Bower P. Improving recruitment to a study of telehealth
management for long-term conditions in primary care: two embedded,
randomised controlled trials of optimised patient information materials.
Trials. 2015;16:309.
19. Bower P, Collier D, Eldridge S, Graffy J, Kennedy A, Knapp P, et al. A
multimedia intervention to enhance recruitment to clinical trials in primary
care and community settings: process of development and evaluation
[abstract]. Trials. 2013;14(Suppl 1):P90.
20. Dela Cruz CS, Tanoue LT, Matthay RA. Lung cancer: epidemiology, etiology,
and prevention. Clin Chest Med. 2011;32(4):605–44.
21. Sullivan FM, Farmer E, Mair FS, Treweek S, Kendrick D, Jackson C, et al.
Detection in blood of autoantibodies to tumour antigens as a case-finding
method in lung cancer using the EarlyCDT®-Lung Test (ECLS): study
protocol for a randomized controlled trial. BMC Cancer. 2017;17:187.
22. Raynor DK, Dickinson D. Key principles to guide development of consumer
medicine information—content analysis of information design texts. Ann
Pharmacother. 2009;43(4):700–6.
23. Knapp P, Raynor DK, Silcock J, Parkinson B. Performance-based readability
testing of participant materials for a phase I trial: TGN1412. J Med Ethics.
2009;35(9):573–8.
24. Knapp P, Raynor DK, Silcock J, Parkinson B. Performance-based readability
testing of participant information for a phase 3 IVF trial. Trials. 2009;10(1):79.
25. Knapp P, Raynor DK, Silcock J, Parkinson B. Can user testing of a clinical trial
patient information sheet make it fit-for-purpose? A randomized controlled
trial. BMC Med. 2011;9(1):89.
26. Raynor DK, Knapp P, Silcock J, Parkinson B, Feeney K. “User-testing” as a
method for testing the fitness-for-purpose of written medicine information.
Patient Educ Couns. 2011;83(3):404–10.
27. Adamson J, Hewitt CE, Torgerson DJ. Producing better evidence on how to
improve randomised controlled trials. BMJ. 2015;351:h4923.
28. Graffy J, Bower P, Ward E, Wallace P, Delaney B, Kinmonth AL, et al. Trials
within trials? Researcher, funder and ethical perspectives on the practicality
and acceptability of nesting trials of recruitment methods in existing
primary care trials. BMC Med Res Methodol. 2010;10:38.
29. Cockayne S, Fairhurst C, Adamson J, Hewitt C, Hull R, Hicks K, et al. An
optimised patient information sheet did not significantly increase
recruitment or retention in a falls prevention study: an embedded
randomised recruitment trial. Trials. 2017;18:144.
30. Healy P, Galvin S, Treweek S, Whiting C, Maeso B, Williamson PR, et al.
Prioritising recruitment in randomised trials: the PRioRiTy study - an Ireland
and UK priority setting partnership [abstract]. Trials. 2017;18(Suppl 1):O32.
31. Bower P, Brueton VC, Gamble C, Treweek S, Smith CT, Young B, et al.
Interventions to improve recruitment and retention in clinical trials: current
practice and future priorities. Trials. 2014;15:399.
Parker et al. Trials  (2018) 19:503 Page 8 of 8
